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ON THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE POUNDER 
OF THE EMPIRE OF TREBIZOND AND THE 
GEORGIAN QUEEN THAMAR 

By PRINCE CYRIL TOUMANOFF 

The problem of the foundation of the Trapezuntine Empire has recently been 
brought to light once again and treated exhaustively by Professor A. Vasiliev in 
an article published in this journal . 1 In it Vasiliev has laid due stress on the kin- 
ship between the Byzantine Comneni and the Georgian Bagratids, and more es- 
pecially between the founder of that empire, Alexius Comnenus (and his brother 
David) and Queen Thamar of Georgia, as ‘one of the most important elements in 
the problem of the founding of the Empire / 2 In summing up the genealogi- 
cal links connecting the two dynasties, Prof. Vasiliev, like some of his predeces- 
sors in this field , 3 has arrived at the conclusion that there must have existed yet 
another link which, though not directly indicated in the known sources, is never- 
theless circumstantially evidenced and whose existence is indispensable for an 
understanding of the particular kinship binding the first of the Grand Comneni 
with the great Georgian queen. The very close relations between the future 
Emperor Andronicus Comnenus (whose son Manuel was the father of Alexius 
of Trebizond) and King George hi of Georgia (the father of Thamar) and the 
appearance in the Comnenian family, especially in the line of Andronicus, of the 
characteristically Bagratid name of David 4 have led Vasiliev to admit the pos- 

1 A. A. Vasiliev, 'The Foundation of the Empire of Trebizond (1204-1222),’ Speculum, xi (1936), 
1, 3-37. 2 Vasiliev, op. cit., p. 4. 

3 Cf. A. Kunik, 'On the Georgian Origin of the Grandmother of the First Trapezuntine Emperor,’ 
Udenyja Zapiski of the Imperial Academy of Sciences in St Petersburg, first and third sections, ii 
(1854), 788 (in Russian); and idem , 'The Foundation of the Empire of Trebizond,’ ibid., pp. 714-715, 
719-720 (in Russian). 

4 David, like other biblical names, viz., Solomon, Jesse, Thamar, was favored by the Bagratids 
because of their claim to be descended from King David of Israel. This claim dates from at least the 
tenth century when we first find it mentioned in the History of John Catholicus (cap. 8) — among the 
Armenian authors — and in Constantine Porphyrogenitus’ De Administrando Imperio (cap. 45) — 
among the Byzantines. It reached its fullest development in the Georgian branch of the Bagratids in 
the following century, influencing not only the names and titles, but the very historical Weltanschau- 
ung of the dynasty, and found its expression in Sumbat’s History of the Bagratids (cf. infra). This 
legend must have evolved out of the earlier tradition of Hebrew origin prevalent among the Armenian 
Bagratids, and found, e.g., in Moses of Khorene (Khorenatsi), i, 22; ii, 3; ii, 8-9. In reality the Ba- 
gratids, who made their appearance in history as dynastic princes of Sper (N. W. Armenia), are of local, 
Armeno-Iranian or, perhaps, even Urartian origin, and are known to have traced, at a still earlier 
period, their origin — like most of the great Armenian dynasts — to the eponymous founder of the 
Armenians, Hayk; cf . the anonymous fourth-fifth century Primary History of Armenia (found in Sebeos’ 
History of Heraclius, cf. the Armenian ed. of Mihrdateants, Constantinople, 1851, pp. 1-14, cf. also 
N. Marr, 'On the Primary History of Armenia of the Anonymus, Byz. Chron., i (1894), 293-299 [in 
Russian]) ; and Moses of Khorene, i, 22. For the problem of the origin of the Bagratids see M. Brosset, 
Additions el Sclaircissements a VHistoire de la GSorgie (St Petersburg, 1851), ix, 'Histoire des Bagrati- 
des georgiens, d’apres les auteurs armeniens et grecs, jusqu’au commencement du xi e siecle,’ 156 
ff.; N. Adontz, 'Armenia in the epoch of Justinian,’ Izdanija of the Faculty of Oriental Languages of 
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sibility of the conjecture ‘that the first wife of Andronicus was a Georgian 
princess of the reigning family.’ * 1 As we know, the identity of the Emperor 
Andronicus Comnenus’ first wife has not been established, 2 and any conjecture, 
therefore, tending to shed some light on this problem is of great interest. It is, 
therefore, the aim of this study to establish that identity, in the light of the 
combined evidence of the Georgian and the Trapezuntine sources and other avail- 
able material, and thus to explain the kinship of Thamar of Georgia and Alexius 
of Trebizond. 

The existence of a missing link of blood relationship between the line of 
Andronicus Comnenus and the Bagratids is, thus, inferred from the appearance 
in the former of the Bagratid family names, from the particularly close relations 
between the two families, from the ready help Alexius Comnenus received from 
Queen Thamar in founding the Empire of Trebizond, and, furthermore, from the 
specific term of kinship: irpos irarpos 6 eta by which Thamar is designated in rela- 
tion to Alexius in the Trapezuntine chronicle of Panaretus. 3 All this evidence 
tends to point to a marital alliance of a Comnenus with a Bagratid princess not 
many generations back of Alexius and Thamar, and cannot be explained away 
by the recorded, indirect links connecting the two families. For neither the 
marriage of Thamar’s great aunt Kata (a daughter of David n) to Alexius 
Bryennius-Comnenus the son of the famous Anna Comnena, 4 nor the marriage 
of her aunt (a daughter of Demetrius i) to Izyaslav n of Kiev, 5 whose sister 
Dobrodeya became in 1122 a daughter-in-law of the Emperor John n Com- 
nenus, 6 nor indeed her own marriage to George of Russia, 7 a cousin of both 


the Imperial St Petersburg University, v, 2 (1908), 412-413, 307-308 (in Russian); J. Marquart 
(Markwart), ‘EranSahr nach der Geographic des Ps. Moses Xorenac‘i/ Abhandlung der Koniglichen 
Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Gottingen , philosophisch-historischeKlasse, neue Folge, m, 2 (1901), 
174; idem , ‘Die Genealogie der Bagratiden und das Zeitalter des Mar Abas und Ps. Moses Xorenac'i,’ 
Caucasica , vi, 2 (1930), 11 ff.; J. Laurent, L’ArmSnie entre Byzance et V Islam (Paris, 1919), pp. 83-86; 
K. Aslan, Etudes historiques sur le peuple armSnien (Paris, 1928), p. 154; A. Safrastian, ‘The 
Hurri-lands,’ Georgica , i, 4 and 5 (1937), 259. 

1 Vasiliev, pp. 5-6, 7. 2 cf. Du Cange, Familiae Augustae Byzantinae (Paris, 1680), p. 190. 

3 Michael Panaretus, Ilept tcov rrjs T pawe^ovvTos fiacnXtoiv, t&v peyaXcov 'Kopvqvcov, ed. S. Lambros, Neos 

'EXXrjvopvrjpui', IV (1907), 266. 

4 E. Taqaishvili, K y arflis Tskhovreba , Queen Mariam Variant (Tiflis, 1906), p. 298 (in Georgian); 
and M. F. Brosset, Histoire de la Giorgie, i, 1 (St Petersburg, 1849), 360 (for an outline of the Georgian 
chronicles, cf. infra , p. 301, n. 2); Zonaras, xviii, 28; Du Cange, Familiae, p. 177; Kunik, The Found- 
ation of the Empire of Trebizond , pp. 710-713; F. Chalandon, Les Comnene, n (Paris, 1912), 5 and nn. 
8, 9, 10; W. E. D. Allen, A History of the Georgian People (London, 1932), p. 99. 

5 N. de Baumgarten, ‘Genealogies et mariages occidentaux des Rurikides russes,’ Orientalia 
Christiana , ix, 35 (1927), Table v, Nr. 23, and p. 25; M. F. Brosset, Additions et Scclaircissements d 
VHistoire de la GSorgie y (St Petersburg, 1851), xvii, 289; see also the Hypatian Chronicle , sub annum 
6662 in Polnoe Sobranie of the Russian chronicles, ed. of the Archaeographical Commission, ii (St. 
Petersburg, 1845), p. 74; the Laurentian Chronicle , sub annum 6662, ibid., i (St Petersburg, 1846), p. 
146. 

6 Of the modern scholars, Chalandon, Les Comnene, n, 13; Chr. Loparev, ‘The Marriage of Mstis- 
lavna/ Byzantina Chronica , ix (1902), 418-446 (in Russian); and S. Pepadimitriou, ‘The Marriage 
of the Russian Princess Mstislavna Dobrodeya with Prince Alexius Comnenus/ ibid., xi (1904), 
73-98 (in Russian), believe that Dobrodeya married John n’s elder son Alexius; whereas Baumgarten, 
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Izyaslav n and Dobrodeya , * 1 — all these being marriages only with the relatives 
of the Comneni and not with the Comneni themselves — is sufficient to explain, 
for instance, how Queen Thamar was a irpos Trarpos deia of Alexius Comnenus of 
Trebizond. 

The above expression of Panaretus is, moreover, the only definite term found 
in the known sources to designate the kinship of the first of the Grand Comneni 
with the Queen of Georgia. The terminology of the Georgian sources regarding 
this kinship is altogether vague and general. Thus, both the K’artflis Tshhovreba 2 

Genealogies et manages occidentaux des Rurikides russes, Table v, Nr. 26 and p. 25, identifies Dobro- 
deya with Irene, the wife of John n’s second son Andronicus. Du Cange, Familiae , pp. 179, 181, ig- 
nores the origin of either Alexius’ or Andronicus’ wife. 

7 Taqaishvili, Queen Mariam Variant , p. 415 ff.; Brosset, Histoire de la Georgie , i, 1, 412-413; Basili, 
Life of the Queen of Queens Thamar (Russian translation of the yet unpublished Georgian) in Monu- 
ments of the Epoch of Rusfaveli (Leningrad: Academy of Sciences, 1938), p. 44 (cf. infra p. 302, n. 1); 
Stephen Orbelian, Histoire des Orpeiians, in J. Saint-Martin, Memoir es historiques et geographiques 
sur VArmenie y n (Paris, 1819), 100/101; Brosset, Additions , pp. 288-296; Baumgarten, op. cit. Table 
vi, Nr. 22 and p. 29. He was a son of Andrei Bogolyubski of Vladimir. 

1 Moreover, a third cousin of Izyaslav, Dobrodeya, and George, — Irene of Peremyshl was married 
after 1104 to the Sebastocrator Isaac Comnenus and seems to have been the mother of the Emperor 
Andronicus and, consequently, a great-grandmother of Alexius of Trebizond, Baumgarten, op. cit. 
Table hi, Nr. 6, and pp. 15-16; cf. Chalandon, Les Comnene n, 13, n. 3. Du Cange, Familiae , p. 189, 
does not know the name of the Sebastrocrator Isaac’s wife. 

2 K’art’lis Tshhovreba (lit. ‘Life, i.e., History, of Georgia’) is the name used to designate a whole 
corpus of Georgian historical writings: chronicles, lives, histories, whose compilation was begun al- 
ready in the tenth-eleventh centuries (cf. A. Gugushvili, ‘The Chronological-Genealogical Table of 
the Kings of Georgia,* Georgica y i, 2 & 3 [1936], 110, n. 3). These writings have been collated to a 
greater or lesser degree in the several redactions of the corpus. Of these redactions, two have been 
made available through publication, viz., the Queen Mariam redaction of 1638-45 and the King 
Vakhtang vi redaction of the first quarter of the eighteenth century. The various Mss of the latter, 
and later, redaction were collated, in turn, by Marie-Felicite Brosset and published by him both in 
the original Georgian (with the collaboration of David Tchubinashvili) and in a French translation. 
They are known under the following titles: Histoire de la Georgie , depuis Vantiquite jusqu’au XIX 0 
siecle , publtie en georgien; Ire Partie, Histoire ancienne , jusqu’en 1469 de J. C.; 2 livraisons (St 
Petersburg, 1849-50); lie Partie, Histoire moderne , depuis 1469 jusqu’en 1880 de J. C., publiee 
en georgien par D. Tchoubinof (St Petersburg, 1854); and Histoire de la Georgie , . . . traduite du 
georgien; i y 2 livraisons (St Petersburg, 1849-50); n, 2 livraisons {ibid., 1856-57). Brosset, more- 
over, published the valuable Introduction a VHistoire de la Georgie (St Petersburg, 1858) and Additions 
et ecclaircissements a VHistoire de la Georgie (St Petersburg, 1851). The fact that the K’art’lis Tskhov - 
reba came to be known to the Western scholars in the King Vakhtang redaction and, moreover, that 
Brosset used for his edition the preface written for that redaction, combined with a certain superficial 
acquaintance with that publication, contributed to forming among some westeners the erroneous 
opinion that this whole corpus was a mid-eighteenth century production of Vakhtang vi. This error, 
however, has been fully dispelled by the subsequent discovery of a codex of the K’art’lis Tshhovreba 
belonging to an earlier redaction, that of Queen Mariam, dating from the years 1638-45, i.e., al- 
most a century older than King Vakhtang’s. This codex has been edited by E. Taqaishvili as K’art’lis 
Tshhovreba , Queen Mariam Variant (Tiflis, 1906). Henceforth we shall cite the Queen Mariam redac- 
tion in Taqaishvili’s edition as QM. and the King Vakhtang redaction in Brosset’s translation (for our 
purposes it is Histoire de la Georgie , i, 1) as HG. or as KV. The historical writings of which the K’art’lis 
Tshhovreba is composed are less collated in QM. than in KV., which has attempted to compile them 
into a continuous history. Thus the History of the Bagratids of Sumbat son of David (eleventh cen- 
tury), for instance, is found as a separate chronicle in QM., but it has been dismembered and in- 
terpolated among other chronicles by the KV. redaction commission. The present study has to deal 
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and the recently discovered contemporary Life of the Queen of Queens Thamar 
of Basili * 1 record the foundation of the Empire of Trebizond in identical terms. 
After enumerating the lands the queen had wrested from the Byzantine Empire, 
they add: ‘and (she) gave them to her relative 2 Alexius Comnenus, Andronicus 5 
descendant , 3 who, himself, had at that time taken refuge with Thamar 5 . 4 Both the 
Queen Mariam and the King Vakhtang redaction of the K’art’lis Tskhovreba 
mention also Alexius, Andronicus 5 natural son and our Alexius 5 uncle, whom some 
wished to marry Thamar, as ‘closely related 5 to her. 5 

Now, although the only precise term to indicate the degree of kinship between 
Thamar and Alexius that we have is the expression irpos irarpos 6eLa found in 
Panaretus, it has not admitted of an easy interpretation. Beginning with Fall- 
merayer, 6 these words have been generally taken to mean ‘paternal aunt, 5 i.e., 
father’s sister. Before the various sources for Georgian history were made avail- 
able to Western scholars, principally through the publications of Brosset, 7 and 
even after, this interpretation had led many of them, who ignored the existence 
or role of Queen Thamar, to conclude, logically enough, that the Thamar of 
Panaretus, the ‘paternal aunt 5 of Alexius, the son of Manuel the son of the Em- 
peror Andronicus Comnenus, was herself a Comnena, a daughter of the same 
Andronicus and a sister of Manuel. Vasiliev has given a resume of the various 
amusing speculations on this theme found among the scholars who followed Fall- 
merayer, on pp. 9-11 of his article. 

principally with the Lives of George in (1156-84) and Thamar (1184-1213), by an anonymous 
contemporary, probably an ecclesiastic. It is corroborated by the recently discovered Life of 
Thamar of Basili (cf. the following note), as well as by the numerous contemporary diplomatic, 
epigraphic, and numismatic data. For the whole question of the Georgian chronicles see E. 
Taqaishvili, ‘Description of the Mss etc.’; Sbornik Materialov for the Description of Localities 
and Peoples of the Caucasus, xxxvi (1906), 27-114 (in Russian); M. G. Janashvili, ‘K’art’lis Tskhov- 
reba — Life ofiGeorgia,’ Sbornik Materialov , xxxv (1905), 113-235 (in Russian); W. E. D. Allen, 
A History of the Georgian People (London, 1932), pp. 313-315; B. Z. Bakradze, ‘The Newly Found 
Variant of the Ancient Georgian Chronicle, or K’art’lis-Tskhovreba,’ Articles on Hist, and Ant. of 
Georgia (in Russian), suppl. to vol. lv, Zapiski of Imp. Acad, of Sciences (St Petersburg, 1887), ii, 
11 - 20 . 

1 This Life was discovered in 1923 by Prof. I. Javakhishvili as a part of the Erajev Ms of the 
K’art’lis Tskhovreba , and is now being edited by him. It has, however, in the meantime been trans- 
lated into Russian by V. Dondua and published in his article ‘Basili, Historian of Queen Thamar,’ 
in Monuments of the Epoch of Rust’ aveli, ed. of the U.S.S.R. Academy of Sciences (Leningrad, 1938), 
pp. 33-76, the text: pp. 39-76 (in Russian). Only the first half of this Life, however, — which has 
come down to us in a sixteenth-seventeenth-century Ms — belongs to the pen of Basili, one of the 
entourage of Thamar, and offers any interesting, or new evidence; its latter half, from ca 1204-06 
to 1213, coming to us in a Ms. copied ca 1731, is identical with the Life of Thamar, as found in the 

KV. redaction of the K’art’lis Tskhovreba , cf. Monuments , pp. 35-36. 2 Nat’esavsa t’vissa. 

3 Andronikes shvilsa. The replacement here by the word shvili of the term dze, invariably used in 
the chronicles of the period to designate sonship is significant. The former, a derivative of the root 
shv/b or sho (to be born, to beget), is a looser term than dze, meaning more generally ‘child’ rather 
than ‘son,’ and, in this context, may easily have the meaning of ‘descendant,’ Cf. N. Marr et M. 
Briere, La Langue GSorgienne (Paris, 1931), pp. 698, 700. 

4 HG. pp. 464-465; Basili, pp. 69-70. 6 QM. p. 416; HG. pp. 412-413; Cf. Vasiliev, p. 7. 

6 Jac. Ph. Fallmerayer, Geschichte des Kaiserthums von Trapezunt (Munich, 1827), pp. 41-43. 

7 Cf. p. 301, n. . . . 2, supra. 
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Of course the literal interpretation of the words of Panaretus, as ‘paternal 
aunt,’ cannot be accepted in view of the innumerable Georgian, Armenian, and 
other, annalistic, epigraphic, numismatic, and diplomatic data which have been, 
and are being, published since the middle of the last century. Thamar, as we know 
from them, was the daughter of King George in of Abasgia and Georgia and 
the last in the main line of the illustrious Bagratid dynasty, which had branched 
out to Georgia from its country of provenance, Armenia, in the eighth century, 
and began to reign there in 786, or perhaps as early as 780. 1 There is, of course, no 
possibility of her being related to the Comneni in the male line which the words 
‘paternal aunt’ imply and which is the equivalent of her being herself a Comnena. 
From the above cited Georgian sources we also learn of how she helped to estab- 
lish Alexius Comnenus in Trebizond. ‘ . . . There is no doubt,’ says Prof. Vasiliev, 2 
‘that Panaretus meant Queen Thamar, and not another problematical Thamar 
[daughter of Andronicus Comnenus] who . . . was erroneously invented by some 
scholars,’ — scholars, we should add, who combined too literal an interpretation 
of Panaretus with an ignorance of the queen’s role, as revealed in the Georgian, 
Armenian, and Muslim sources. Panaretus, moreover, is quite explicit in stating 
that it was from Iberia (Georgia) that Alexius came to Trebizond with the aid 
of Thamar. 3 

A broader interpretation of the expression irpos irarpos dela is, therefore, to be 
sought. A text cannot be dismissed altogether merely because it has thus far 
eluded a satisfactory interpretation, especially as the particular text contains the 
only explicit indication of a definite degree of kinship existing between Thamar 
and Alexius. Yet one must not, on the other hand, allow too broad an interpreta- 
tion that would defeat its purpose. Thus Kunik, for instance, has suggested that 
Alexius’ mother, i.e., the Sebastocrator Manuel’s unidentified wife, might have 
been the sister of Queen Thamar, 4 whose hitherto unknown name the recently 
discovered contemporary historian of Thamar, Basili, gives as Rusudan (the 
same as that of the queen’s aunt and daughter.) 5 But this conjecture directly 
contradicts Panaretus, as in this case the words to describe the kinship of Thamar 
to Alexius should have been wpos prjTpos deLal 

Since the hypothetical marital alliance with the Bagratids could not have 
been effected by Alexius’ father, Manuel, as this would imply that Thamar was 
Alexius’ relative wpos prjrpos, and not as Panaretus has it 7rpds Tarpos, we may 
try to alter one part of Kunik’s conjecture, and push this alliance one generation 

1 Cf. e.g., J. Marquart, Osteuropaische und ostasiatische Streifzuge (Leipzig, 1903), Exkurs IV, ‘Der 
Ursprung der iberischen Bagrat iden,’ pp. 391-465; A. Gugushvili, ‘The Chronological-Genealogical 
Table of the Kings of Georgia,’ Georgica , i, 2 and 3 (1936), 117-119; E. Taqaishvili, ‘Georgian 
Chronology and the Beginnings of Bagratid Rule in Georgia,’ Georgica , i, 1 (1935), 9-27; Brosset, 
Additions , ix, 138-188. 2 Vasiliev, p. 16. 

3 Panaretus, ed. Lambros, p. 266; 6 Kvp ’A\e£i os .... hear par ever as 5’c£ ’Ifirjpias airovdfj koX poxQty 
rrjs 7r pds irarpds 6 das avrov Oapap, real 7 rapkXafie rrjv Tpaire^odvra. 

4 Kunik, The Foundation of the Empire of Trebizond , p. 713; E. Gerland asserts this as a positive 
fact in his Geschichte des lateinischen Kaiserreiches von Konstantinopel (Homburg v. d. Hohe, 1905), 
pp. 34-35; Vasiliev, p. 8, considers this fact ‘purely hypothetical though probable.’ 

5 Basili, p. 39; QM. p. 447; HG. p. 431. 
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back on the Comneni side, by assuming that it was Andronicus, Manuel’s father, 
who married a Bagratid. We may, however, tentatively retain the other part of 
Kunik’s conjecture and assume that he married Rusudan, Thamar ’s sister. 
What shall we obtain as a result? The substitution of Andronicus for Manuel 
would, first of all, eliminate the necessity for an unwarranted change of Pana- 
retus’ words from cargos to prjTpos , as in this case Thamar would indeed become 
Alexius’ ‘father’s aunt,’ or great aunt on paternal side (which may very well 
be the broader meaning of Panaretus). It would, furthermore, bring the state- 
ment of Panaretus in harmony with the appearance of the Bagratid names in the 
line and generation 1 of Andronicus, which fact, according to Prof. Vasiliev, ‘con- 
firms to a certain extent the hypothesis that beginning with Andronicus i the two 
states, Byzantine and Georgian, were connected by ties of consanguinity’ 2 and 
would explain his cordial relations with George hi of Georgia, as those of a son- 
and a father-in-law. 

Yet this plausible conjecture must inevitably fall before the factor of chro- 
nology. Andronicus Comnenus’ first wife must have been a generation older than 
Rusudan. His second son, by the first wife, John, was born ca 1156, 3 and his elder 
son, the Sebastocrator Manuel is believed by Chalandon 4 to have been born as 
early as ca 1144. Now, on the other hand, Basili’s Life of Thamar indicates that 
the queen was born after her father’s accession to the throne, in 1156, and the 
text, moreover, makes it clear that she was older than Rusudan. 5 So this latter 
was younger than Andronicus’ younger son by his first wife. 6 Both Rusudan 
and Thamar, therefore, belonged to the generation of Andronicus’ children, 
to that of the Sebastocrator Manuel. Thamar (and of course Rusudan) was, 
thus, a sort of ‘aunt’ to Manuel’s son Alexius, who was a generation younger than 
she. The precise English term ‘cousin once removed’ is colloquially rendered in 
other languages as ‘aunt,’ ‘uncle,’ ‘nephew,’ ‘niece.’ 

Now, in order that this ‘auntship,’ or ‘cousinship once removed’ binding 
Thamar with Alexius have a genealogical foundation, we must continue our 
search for a marital alliance between the Comneni and the Bagratids. We have 
found it necessary, in view of the words of Panaretus : npos irarpos, to push this 
hypothetical link one generation back on the side of the Comneni, thus altering 
the first part of Kunik’s conjecture. We now face the same necessity on the 
Bagratid side, due to chronological considerations. Thus we must abandon even 
the other half of that conjecture. 

We have found that Andronicus Comnenus was the most probable person on 


1 Vasiliev, p. 6. 2 Ibidem. 

3 Du Cange, Familiae , p. 191. 

4 Chalandon, Les Comnene , n, 481, n. 5. Kunik, The Foundation of the Empire of Trebizondy pp. 
717, 720, believes he may have been born before 1160, or even before 1150. 

6 Basili, p. 39. 

6 To assume that Andronicus* younger son John, Alexius of Trebizond’s paternal uncle, might 
have married Rusudan, and thereby to explain how Thamar was an aunt on the paternal side to the 
same Alexius, would be unwarranted, as we have no indication that John was ever married or had 
children. Cf. Du Cange, Familiae f p. 191. 
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the Comneni side of the question to have effectuated the missing marital link 
with the Bagratids, in view of what has been determined above and the circum- 
stantial evidence cited by Vasiliev on pp. 5-6 of his article. On the Bagratid side 
the problem appears at first sight rather more difficult. In the generation of 
Thamar ’s father there seem to be no persons, in so far as the direct testimony of 
the sources is concerned, likely to have effected the same. Both the K’artflis 
Tskhovreba and Basili mention but one sister of George hi, the famous Rusudan, 
who was married to a Muslim sovereign, returned to Georgia upon becoming a 
widow, and ruled over it in the first years of Thamar’s reign. There is no indica- 
tion that she ever remarried. 1 But the mention of one sister does not exclude 
the possibility of the existence of other sisters. 2 And, indeed, the existence of 
another sister of George hi, besides Rusudan, has been recently brought to 
light. Already Brosset, on the basis of the indication of the Russian chronicles 3 
as to the marriage in 1154 of Izyaslav n of Kiev with a daughter of the King 
of Abasgia, has admitted the possibility of her being a daughter of Demetrius 
i and, consequently, a sister of George in: 

‘ . . . Quant au silence des Georgiens sur le fait en lui-m6me, (remarks Brosset), il ne me 
semble pas etonnant, pour des temps si recules, puis qu’au xvn e siecle meme, ce sont les 
documents russes qui nous revelent l’existence d’une fille de Giorgi ix, Elene, promise en 
mariage au fils de Boris Godounof, et de son neveu Khosro, destine a 6tre l’epoux de la 
fille du meme Boris; puisqu’enfin ces memes documents nous parlent d’une fille du roi 
Theimouraz Ier enlevee par Chah-Abbas n, et dont l’histoire georgienne ne dit pas 
un mot. 4 

At present the marriage of Izyaslav n to a daughter of Demetrius I, and, con- 
sequently, that daughter’s existence, have been generally admitted, for instance 
by such a leading authority in the field of the Rurikid genealogy as the late N. de 
Baumgarten. 5 

Now, as for the existence of still another sister of George in and her role as the 


1 QM., pp. 382, 396; HG., pp. 395, 402-403; Basili, p. 39 ff. 

2 In the chapter on the reigns of Demetrius i and his elder son David m of the KV. redaction 
(HG., pp. 381-382) we find, however, a definite statement to the effect that Demetrius i had two 
sons, David (hi) and George (m) and one daughter , Rusudan. But this chapter is not an original 
source and cannot be found, therefore, in the QM. redaction. It has been compiled by the KV. 
commission on the basis of the information about these two intermediate reigns (unrecorded by con- 
temporary historians) that could be found at the end of the Lives of George n and David ii and at 
the beginning of the Lives of George in and Thamar, and has been inserted between them for the 
sake of continuity. This chapter, therefore, possesses no independent value whatsoever. See E. Taqai- 
shvili, ‘Description of the Mss etc.,’ Shornik Materialov , xxxvi, 66. It is clear that the KV. redaction 
commission, finding in the original chronicles the mention of but one of King George in’s sisters, 
the one that had remained in Georgia and played there an important r61e, has concluded — although 
it does not necessarily follow — and categorically stated, that there generally had been but one sister 
to George in. 

8 Hypatian Chronicle , p. 74; Laurentian Chronicle , p. 146. 

4 Brosset, Additions , p. 289. 

6 N. de Baumgarten, GSnSalogies et manages occidentaux des Rurikides russes , Table v, Nr. 23 and 
p. 25. 
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marital link with the Comneni, the Georgian sources themselves may, we be- 
lieve, furnish indirect evidence. For this we must turn to a passage in the anony- 
mous contemporary’s Lives of George hi and Thamar. The peculiarity of this 
passage of the K’art’lis Tskhovreba has heretofore escaped all notice, though it 
will prove to be the clue to the very heart of the problem of this study. This 
passage is part of the description of the visit, to George hi of Georgia, of Andron- 
icus Comnenus, his mistress Theodora Comnena, the dowager Queen of Jeru- 
salem 1 and his children, ca 1170. We are giving here, first, a transliteration 2 of 
this passage, as found in the Queen Mariam redaction of the K’art’lis Tskhovreba, 
with the additions of the King Vakhtang redaction marked thus ( KV :), and, 
then, a literal English translation of its text. 

{KV : ramet’u) movida odesme {KV : dsinashe amissa) andronike komnianosi {KV has: 
komonianosi) tsolit’a sakhe brdsqinvalit’a da shveniert’a t’ana shvilebit’urt’ da dis 
dsulit’a mamis dzmis dsuli didisa mnovl {KV has: manoel) keisrisa da qovlisa dasavlet’isa 
da saberdznet’isa mep’isa . 3 

{KV : And) there came once {KV : before him) Andronicus Comnenus with a wife of daz- 
zling countenance and with beautiful children and sister’s sons, father’s brother’s son of 
the great Manuel Caesar and King of all the Occident and Greece. 

The peculiarity of this rather too laconic passage consists in the words "sister’s 
sons’ {dis dsulit’a), i.e., nephews by a sister, — words which may seem to refer, 
like those that precede them, to Andronicus, and which have, indeed, been so 
construed by Brosset in his French translation of the Georgian chronicles. 4 But 
this interpretation clashes with the evidence of the Byzantine sources. The 
Emperor Andronicus Comnenus had no sister. 5 He is indeed known to have had 
two nephews, the sons of his brother. One of them, bearing the surprising name 
of Sulayman-Shah, was the issue of the marriage of Andronicus’ elder brother, 
John Comnenus, with a daughter of Ruknaddin Mas’ud i, the Sultan of Ico- 
nium, to whose court John had come in 1140, having broken with his family and 
the Empire and having embraced Islam under the name of Tchelebi. 6 There is, 
of course, absolutely no reason to suppose that he accompanied Andronicus in his 
wanderings. The other nephew of Andronicus was Isaac Comnenus, who later 


3 Du Cange, Familiae , pp. 190, 183; Vasiliev, pp. 5, 6; Chalandon, Les Comnene , ii, 530, cf. 221. 

2 We have adopted the ‘Popular’ transliteration proposed by A. Gugushvili, in ‘The Georgian 
Alphabet,’ Georgica, i, 1 (1935), 126 ff.; i, 2 and 3 (1936) 182-183. We make exception, however, in 
that we use Dirr’s vi for the 22d letter of the Georgian alphabet, in preference to Gugushvili’s w ; cf. 
idem. op. cit. Georgica , i, 1, 129. 

3 QM., p. 384: HG., pp. 396-397. The phrase shveniert’a t’ana shvilebit’urt ’ is tautological; both the 
postposition t’ana with the genitive and the enclitic postposition urt ’ with the instrumental mean 
‘with,’ cf. Marr et Bri&re, La Langue GSorgienne, 407, No. 3, pp. 345-346 and 409, No. 1, p. 350. The 
words dis dsulit’a , though actually an instrumental singular, may have the meaning of a plural, cf. 
op. cit., 307 {Singulier pour le pluriel ), pp. 266-267. 

4 HG., pp. 396-397. 

5 Du Cange, Familiae , p. 190. 

6 Du Cange, Familiae , p. 190; Chalandon, Les Comnbne, ii, 179 and n, 6. 
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conspired against, and was put to the torture by, Isaac n Angelus . 1 We have no 
reason to assume that he, either, was with his uncle in Georgia. At all events, 
these were Andronicus’ brother s sons, not his sister’s sons, as the Georgian text 
has it. And, again, we cannot reject a reading as soon as its interpretation appears 
difficult. The text, moreover, is exact in describing the relationship of Andronicus 
with the Emperor Manuel Comnenus ( mamis dzmis dsuli — father’s brother’s 
son, i.e., paternal cousin ). 2 What is the solution then? 

1 Du Cange, Familiae , p. 190. Nicetas Choniates Acominatus calls him Andronicus’ ade\<jn5ovs, De 
Isaacio Angelo , iii, 2 (Migne, Patr. Gr ., cxxxix, 789), without giving the name of his father. But, 
since Andronicus had only one brother, John, it should seem natural to assume that Isaac, too, was 
John’s son. Yet Du Cange, ibidem , on the basis of the contention that John married only when he fled 
to the Turks, felt compelled to invent a purely hypothetical other brother of Andronicus, in order to 
explain the parentage of Isaac. But the argument of Du Cange and, therefore, the necessity of in- 
venting another brother of Andronicus for the r6le of Isaac’s father, disappear in the light of the com- 
bined evidence of Michael the Syrian and Bar Hebraeus as to a previous marriage of John Comnenus. 
When the Sebastocrator Isaac, the father of John and Andronicus, then at odds with his brother the 
Emperor John n, came to Armeno-Cilicia in the winter of 1130-31, seeking to draw its prince Leo i 
into the anti-Empire league he was forming, the latter at first consented and, to strengthen their 
alliance, gave his daughter in marriage to Isaac’s son together with Mopsueste and Adana, Michael 
the Syrian, Chronicle , ed. Chabot, iii (Paris, 1904), 230-231; Chalandon, Les Comnene , it, 83-84, 109 
n. 2. The translators of Bar Hebraeus, Chronicon Syriacum , ed. Bruns and Kirsch, ii (Leipzig, 1789) 
315, rendered wrongly his additional and corroborating testimony, Chabot, Chronique y ibid. n. 4, 
so that it has been understood that Leo became a son-in-law of the Sebastocrator Isaac. This error has 
been perpetrated by the genealogists of the Rubenids and can be found even in as late a work as 
R. Grousset, Historie des Croisades , ii (Paris, 1935), Tableaux genealogiques, ‘Dynastie armenienne 
des Roupeniens, Princes de Petite Armenie (Cilicie),’ where Leo i is said to have married une 
princesse byzantine, niece de Vempereur Jean Comnene. L. Alishan, Leon le Magnifique , trans. Bayan 
(Venice, 1888), p. 27 commits a further error in confusing our Sebastocrator Isaac with his uncle, 
Alexius i’s brother; the note 2, p. 27, nevertheless, admits the ambiguity of Bar-Hebraeus’ text and 
the difficulty of accepting that interpretation of it. Neither Michael the Syrian nor Bar Hebraeus, 
however, gives the name of the son of the Sebastocrator Isaac who married the Rubenid princess, and 
Chalandon refrains from deciding which son it was. Yet it is quite clear that it was the elder son, 
John, for the simple reason that the younger, Andronicus was only about ten years of age in 1130- 
31, Chalandon, op. cit. p. 481, n. 5; C. Diehl, Figures Byzantines , n (Paris, 1908), 94. Thus with the 
establishment of John’s first marriage disappears the basis of Du Cange’s objection to the logical 
conclusion that the a5eX<£i5o0s °f Andronicus, Isaac Comnenus was a son of John, and also the 
necessity of inventing a third son to the Sebastocrator Isaac. 

2 Cf. Du Cange, Familiae , pp. 189-190. The Georgian chronicles are as a rule quite exact in de- 
scribing genealogical relations. We have seen above (cf. supra p. 302, n. 3) that the description of the 
relationship of Alexius of Trebizond to his grandfather Andronicus was not as erroneous as might 
appear, because of the vague terminology employed. Another similar ‘error’ of the chronicles can 
also be easily clarified. It is the mention of the marriage of Kata of Georgia to Alexius Bryennius- 
Commenus, QM., p. 298; HG., pp. 360. The supposed error consists in the fact that in translation the 
text seems to state that Alexius was a son of the Emperor Alexius i Comnenus, whereas we know that 
he was the emperor’s grandson, son of his daughter, Anna: cf. Vasiliev, p. 4, n. 4. But the vagueness 
of the original Georgian does not necessarily imply anything quite so definite. This text from the Lives 
of George ii and David n simply states that David ‘sent his daughter Kata to Greece sdzlad of the 
King of Greece (i.e., the Emperor).’ Now the word sdzlad is the final case of sdzali meaning ‘daughter- 
in-law,’ the French bru (Marr et Bri&re, La Langue GSorgienne , p. 711). Georgian does not possess a 
special term for ‘granddaughter-in-law,’ just as the word grand ’ bru is absent from French, so the 
statement that Kata was sent to Greece as a bru (sdzlad) of the Emperor, cannot be taken to equate 
categorically with a statement to the effect that her husband was a son (when we know that he was 
a grandson) of the same. 
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The text is so bare that — in a language at once so fond of complex construc- 
tions, of tautology and polysyndeton, and yet so marked by ambiguity, by 
ellipsis and asyndeton, as is Georgian of the chronicles of this period — the pos- 
sibility of more interpretations than one is almost a foregone conclusion. 

In examining the above passage, two appositions, at least, are apparent at first 
glance. One of them is quite clear, even in the English translation. It is between 
the words ‘of the great Manuel Caesar’ ( didisa manoel keisrisa) and ‘King of all 
the Occident and Greece’ ( qovlisa dasavlefisa da saberdznef isa mep’isa ). 1 The 
apposed nouns are, moreover, connected by the conjunction da (‘and’) which has 
here an expletive character . 2 

The other apposition — that of ‘Andronicus Comnenus’ ( andronike komnia - 
nosi) and ‘paternal cousin of the great Manuel Caesar’ ( mamis dzmis dsuli 
didisa manoel keisrisa) — is, though apparent, grasped with a certain difficulty, 
especially in the literal English translation, owing to the lengthy separation of 
the apposed nouns. The introduction into the translation of a relative pronoun 
and the corresponding form of the verb ‘to be’ ‘connecting these nouns, and their 
resulting juxtaposition, would greatly clarify in English what is clear enough in 
Georgian, without altering the sense of the passage. It then would read as follows : 
‘And there came once before him Andronicus Comnenus who was a paternal 
cousin of the great Manuel Caesar etc., with a wife etc.’ 

But now we come to a part of the passage where an apposition is not necessa- 
rily as obvious as the two above mentioned ones. This part consists in the words 
‘with beautiful children and sister’s sons’ ( shvenierfa tana shvilebif urt da dis 
dsulifa ) which may, as has been noted above, appear at first sight (and especially 
in a literal translation into a less flexible and less inflected language) as a mere 
sequence of independent nouns. As we have pointed out, it has indeed been so 
interpreted by Brosset, who construed the inexplicable words ‘sister’s sons’ as 
referring to Andronicus. Yet, these words can also (as for historical reasons they 
must) be regarded as still another apposition in the passage in question. The text 
fully admits of such an interpretation. We propose, therefore, to consider the 
words ‘sister’s sons’ ( dis dsulifa ) as qualifying ‘with beautiful sons’ ( shvenierfa 
tana shvilebit urt) and as referring to King George hi (instead of Andronicus) 
together with the pronoun amissa (in the phrase ‘before him 9 ) of the KV. redac- 
tion. The apposed nouns are, moreover, connected (as in the case of the apposi- 
tion of ‘Manuel Caesar’ and ‘King etc.’) by an expletive conjunction (da). The 
ellipsis of the name of King George and even, in the QM. redaction text, of a pro- 
noun referring to him is quite characteristic of the ambiguous and confusing 

1 This phrase cannot be construed as an apposition between ‘of the great Manuel’ and ‘Caesar and 
King etc.’ because ‘Manuel’ ( manoel ) is in the absolute case, instead of the genitive in which it 
should be, and the former case takes place of a genitive or a dative-accusative, in Georgian, when a 
proper name is followed by a qualifying common name, which alone retains the necessary case (Marr 
et Briere, La Langue GSorgienne, 274, p. 239). The qualifying name ‘Caesar’ (keisrisa), therefore, is 
bound with ‘Manuel’ (manoel), otherwise the latter should also be in the genitive case and the 
sentence would read: didisa manoelisi, keisrisa da . . . mep’isa. 

2 Marr et Briere, La Langue GSorgienne , 414, No. 4, p. 3 55, ‘ Vemploi de . . . [da] “e$” est parfois 
explStif.’ 
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style of the mediaeval Georgian chronicles. Such an ellipsis can also be expected 
in connection with the words ‘sister’s sons’ which are understood to refer to 
George. 

To render this apposition as intelligible in English as the preceding one, the 
same method of explication should be used. The parenthetical insertion of the 
name of King George would, furthermore, help to clarify the translation, as 
English is incapable of quite so much ellipsis. Here then are the Georgian text 
(QM. collated with KV.) and the explicatory English translation, all insertions 
italicized : 

ramet’u movida odesme dsinashe amissa andronike komnianosi, tsolit’a sakhe brdsqin- 
valit’a da shveniert’a t’ana shvilebit’urt’ da dis dsulit’a, mamis dzmis dsuli didisa manoel 
keisrisa da qovlisa dasavlet’isa da saberdznet’isa mep’isa. 

And there came once before him ( — King George) Andronicus Comnenus who was a 
paternal cousin of the great Manuel Caesar and King of all the Occident and Greece, 
with a wife of dazzling countenance and with beautiful children who were also (. King 
George's) sister’s sons. 

The upshot of the above interpretation of the text of the K 9 art 9 lis T skhovreha 
in question, is that the children of Andronicus (by the first wife) appear at the 
same time to have been King George ill’s nephews by a sister, or, in other 
words, it appears that the first, hitherto unidentified wife of the Emperor An- 
dronicus Comnenus was a princess of Georgia, a sister of George in . 1 

The implication of the only other, grammatically possible reading of the same 
text, the one adopted by Brosset, is, on the other hand, that (in addition to his 
own children) Andronicus Comnenus had nephews by a sister (with him, on 
his visit to Georgia). That sister’s existence, however, cannot be ascertained 
from the Byzantine sources. Now, the absence from these of a Comnena princess 
and, more especially, an Emperor’s sister is something far less probable than the 
lack of direct mention in the Georgian sources of a sister of a king of Georgia. 
Of the latter fact, moreover, there are numerous instances in Georgian historiog- 
raphy, some of which have been adduced to in the above-quoted passage of 
Brosset. And, what is most important, a similar case has actually occurred in 
the very genealogy of the family of George in. As has been pointed out above, 
a sister of his, quite unmentioned in the Georgian sources, has been ‘discovered’ 
with the help of the Russian chronicles. The ‘discovery,’ therefore, of still another 
sister of the same king would present in itself nothing improbable or even unex- 
pected. What is more, the acceptance of such a discovery, as is patent in the light 


1 The fact that Andronicus’ children by Theodora Comnena, Alexius and Irene (cf. Du Cange, 
FamiLiae , p. 191) were with him in Georgia, along with his sons (or son) by the first wife, does not 
impair the above proposed reading of the text. The apposition of shvilebit’urt ’ and dis dsulit’a, with 
a conjunction da between them, need not be taken as inclusive. The debatable presence of the elder 
son, Manuel in Georgia (which Kunik believes doubtful, The Foundation of the Empire of Trebizond , 
p. 722, and Vasiliev, p. 8, considers probable) cannot, unfortunately, be either supported or denied, 
because of the equivocal number of the words dis dsulit’a. 
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of our interpretation of the above text, is made all the more imperative by the 
fact that the alternative reading of the same text would necessitate the ascription 
of a quite improbable sister to the Emperor Andronicus Comnenus. 

The conjecture, based on our interpretation of the text from the Lives of 
George hi and Thamar, from the K’artflis Tskhovreba , that the first wife of 
Andronicus Comnenus was a sister of George hi of Georgia, can be rendered 
graphically in the form of the following genealogical chart. 


Andronicus Comnenus XN. sister George III 


N.N.X Manuel John Thamar Rusudan 


Alexius David] irpos tt arpds Bela 


Trebizond J 

On the basis of this conjecture the meaning of Panaretus’ words wpds w arpds 
Bela, used to designate the relationship between Alexius Comnenus and Thamar of 
Georgia, becomes immediately clear, not as ‘paternal aunt’ (which, as we have 
seen, is impossible), but as ‘aunt, i.e., first cousin once removed, on the father’s 
side.’ The probability of this conjecture is further strengthened by the fact that 
it concatenates all the evidence we possess, whether direct or circumstantial, as 
to the blood kinship between the founder of the Trapezuntine Empire and Queen 
Thamar of Georgia. 

(1) It confirms the existence of the ‘Georgian wife’ of Andronicus Comnenus, 
who can have transmitted the blood of the Bagratids to the Comneni, — exist- 
ence inferred by such eminent authorities as Kunik and Vasiliev; and it, more- 
over, establishes her identity. 1 

1 The little we know of Andronicus’ first wife (Nicetas Choniates Acominatus, De Manuele Comneno , 
iii, 2; iv, 5.) can be summed up in few words. She must have married him sometime around 1144 
(the earliest date assigned to the birth of the Sebastocrator Manuel by Chalandon, Les Comnene , ii, 
481, n. 5.) and must have died, or been divorced by him, sometime before 1183, the date of his mar- 
riage with Agnes of France, Du Cange, Familiae , p. 191. It seems, however, more probable that she 
died before 1170, for, otherwise, George iii would hardly have shown so much kindness to his brother- 
in-law (QM., pp. 384-385; HG., pp. 396-397), had this latter come to Georgia with Theodora Comnena, 
in his wife’s lifetime. Although Du Cange, op. cit. p. 190, qualifies Philippa of Antioch as the second 
wife of Andronicus, on the basis of the rather indefinite statements of William of Tyre, xxi, 11, and 
of Arnold of Lubeck, iii, 8 (this to the effect that Andronicus had twice married and divorced before 
Agnes of France), it is clear from Nicetas, De Manuele , iv, 5, and from Cinnamus, vi, 1, that this 
alliance was quite unhallowed, and it has been so considered by modern historians, e.g. Chalandon, 
op. cit. pp. 221, 529-530; idem , The Later Comneni in Cambridge Mediaeval History , iv (1923), cap. 
12, 381; C. Diehl, Figures Byzantines , ii, 104-105. Its date (ca 1162), therefore, cannot be regarded as 
necessarily the terminus ad quern of the (married) life of the Georgian princess. As a matter of fact, 
Arnold’s reference to her divorce may have been called for to explain the ‘marriage’ with Philippa in 
that wife’s lifetime. 
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(2) It accounts for the presence of Bagratid names in the line of Andronicus. 

(3) It explains the close relations between that line and the Bagratids, and 
especially between (the brothers-in-law) Andronicus himself and George hi, as 
well as the dynastic motives for the role of Georgia in the founding of the Empire 
of Trebizond. 

(4) It interprets satisfactorily the hitherto unexplained passages in the 
Trapezuntine and Georgian chronicles (containing, respectively, the expressions 
wpos waTpos deLas and dis dsulit’ a) and, furthermore, brings them into corrobora- 
tion. 


Note on the K’artflis Tkhovreba 

The following are the principal sources of the K 9 art 9 Us Tskhovreba: 

A. The Chronicle of the Conversion of Georgia. Its first part was compiled from a 
larger chronicle (as it seems), by Deacon Gregory in the seventh century; its latter part 
has been brought down to the ninth century. (It was discovered and published in Georgian 
by E. Taqaishvili in two parts: Three Historical Chronicles [Tiflis, 1890] and A New 
Variant of the Life of St. Nino , or the Second Part of the Conversion of Georgia [Tiflis, 1891]. 

B. The History of King Vakhtang Gorgasali by Juansher Juansheriani (eighth century), 
covering Georgian history from the fifth to the seventh century. 

C. The anonymous History of the Kings , Gods , Bishops , and Catholici of Georgia , from 
the year 324 b.c. to the ninth century. 

D. The Exaltation of the Life-Giving Cross of Mtskhet 9 a, a variation of the story at the 
basis of the Conversion of Georgia , found among some sermons of Bishop John of Bolnisi, 
copied in the tenth century by a certain Gogay. (Published in Iveria [Tiflis, 1898] 
Nos 184, 185.) 

E. The Conversion of the Armenians , based on Agathangelus. (Discovered and pub- 
lished in part by Th. Zhordania in Georgian in his Chronicles and Other Materials for 
Georgian History , i [Tiflis, 1892].) 

F. The History of the Bagratids of Sumbat, son of David (eleventh century). It is found 
as a separate chronicle in QM. but it has been dismembered and interpolated among 
other 'chronicles by the KV. redaction commission. (Published in Georgian by E. Taqaish- 
vili in Three Historical Chronicles). 

G. The History {Life) of Abasgia, compiled by King Bagrat hi (died in 1014) of Abasgia 
and Georgia. (This chronicle has been mentioned in Patriarch Dositheus’ ‘I aropia irepl 
tcov ev 'lepocroXvpais TraTpLapxtvadvTOV . It, or its epitome, has been discovered and published 
in Georgian by Taqaishvili, ‘What contained the so-called “History of Abasgia of King 
Bagrat,” ’ Ancienne GSorgie, ii [1911-13], 2, 28-54). 

H. The Lives of George II (1072-1089) and David II (1089-1125), by an anonymous 
contemporary. 

I. The Lives of George III (1156-1184) and Thamar (1184-1213), also by an anonymous 
contemporary, probably an ecclesiastic. It is corroborated by the recently discovered Life 
of Thamar by Basili. It is with this chronicle that we have to deal in the present study. 

J. The History of the Mongol Invasion , by an anonymous contemporary, perhaps by 
Abuseridze, covering the years 1222-89. 

K. The anonymous Monument of the Erisfavs (Dukes) of K’sani, covering the years 
ca 1292-1400. (Published in Georgian by Zhordania, Chronicles , n, 1-30.) 

L. The lost Life of George V the Illustrious (died in 1348), of which the beginning has 
come down to us. 

M. The Lives of Bagrat V (1360-1395) and George VII (1395-1407) or History of 
Timur 9 s Invasions , by an anonymous contemporary, who drew on Pusian Sources (Sharaf 
al-Din’s Zafar-N ame ?) . 

Drawing upon these and other sources, the K 9 art 9 lis Tskhovreba proper brings Georgian 
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history down to the beginning of the reign of George v, to ca 1318. The troublesome history 
of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries is covered by the following historical works : 

The First Continuation of the K'art'lis Tskhovreba, covering the fourteenth century and 
the fifteenth to 1453. This work is based partly on the Monument of the Erist'avs and the 
History of Timur's Invasions. It is published in Georgian by Taqaishvili in Annex ii of 
K'art'lis Tskhovreba , Queen Mariam Variant p. 850 ff. and in French by Brosset in Histoire 
de la GSorgie , i, 2. 

The Second Continuation of the K'art'lis Tskhovreba , covering the years 1454-1605. It 
is based partly on the Chronicle of the Meskhian Psalter , and has been published in 
Georgian in Annex n. of Taqaishvili’s edition of QM., p. 892 ff. and by Brosset in Histoire 
de la GSorgie, ii, 1. Other historical works, not forming part of the K'art'lis Tskhovreba , 
also contribute to the body of Georgian historiography. Such, for instance, are the 
Chronique gSorgienne, covering the years 1373-1703, published in Georgian by the Societe 
Asiatique (Paris, 1829) and translated into French by Brosset (Paris, 1831); the above 
mentioned Chronicle of the Meskhian Psalter, covering the sixteenth-century history of the 
principality of Samtskhe; and the numerous shorter local annals and paschal chronicles 
which are still being discovered and published. In this context one may mention the 
Chronique armSnienne — the thirteenth- century Armenian adaptation of the then existing 
parts of the K' art' Us Tskhovreba (ending with the reign of David ii), published in a French 
translation by Brosset in Additions, pp. 1-61. Needless to say, the numerous contempo- 
rary hagiographic, diplomatic, epigraphic, and numismatic data supply and corroborate 
the annalistic evidence. 

The seventeenth and eighteenth centuries are covered by the works of the numerous 
contemporary historians. Of these the following were included, fully or in part, into the 
ii e Partie of the Histoire de la GSorgie : the Histories of P’arsadan Giorgijanidze (Janash- 
vili) (for the seventeenth century), of Sekhnia Tchkheidze (for the years 1658-1739) and 
Papuna Orbeliani (for 1739-80), the History of the Reign of Heraclius II of Oman 
Kherkheulidze (for 1722-80), the History of the Princes David and Bagrat of Georgia 
(the years 1744-1840), and, last but not least, Prince Vakhusht of Georgia’s History of 
various Georgian states. This important and excellent historical work of Vakhusht, being 
to a great extent a collation of various local chronicles, must not be confused with his 
other great work, Geographical Description of Georgia . 

Washington, D. C. 
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